INTRODUCTION
Market-oriented firms "seek to understand customers' expressed and latent needs, and develop superior solutions to those needs" Narver 1999, p. 1165) . A firm's market orientation builds upon three dimensions: the organization-wide acquisition, dissemination, and co-ordination of market intelligence (Jaworski and Kohli 1993) . This involves policies and competencies necessary to obtain key strategic information, as well as the internal communication networks for sharing the information, and creating a strategic response. In order to develop a market orientation strategy, firms must convince employees to "buy-into" the concept (Piercy et al. 2002) . Identifying and sustaining customer focused service quality is a critical strategic dimension for services organizations and is related to the interaction between buyer and seller and resulting outcomes (Ballantyne et al. 1995) . The building of a quality focused production orientation is based upon employee market-oriented behavior. If organizations are unable to build awareness, ability and motivation to act in market-oriented ways, they may face employee resistance and eventual failure of market-oriented initiatives (Harris 2002) .
Employees throughout the company contribute varied information about the market that can create competitive advantage. Thus, understanding how employees define and view market-oriented behaviors is a key to successfully fostering a market orientation.
The importance of market orientation for competitive advantage and financial performance is a central theme in contemporary marketing literature. However, the focus of this literature, both in terms of theory and the unit of empirical observation, is the organization rather than the individuals within the organization (e.g., Farrell 2000; Han et al. 1998; Jaworski and Kohli 1993; Narver and Slater 1990) . This concentration on the firm level construct ignores the underlying routines performed by individuals that develop and form the orientation (Nelson and Winter 1982) . Individuals throughout the organization contribute to organization level market-orientation through actions such as fostering internal and external relationships (Helfert et al. 2002) , modeling behavior and social influence (Fulk 1993; Wood and Bandura 1989) , communicating tacit knowledge (Darroch and McNaughton 2003) . Market oriented routines are especially important to service-based firms, because they develop key service competencies in buyer-seller relationships and interdependence (Webster 1978) , and service reliability (Caruana et al. 2003) . Market oriented routines also provide a way to understand and exploit the many intangibles associated with effective service delivery.
Seminal contributors to the literature on market orientation hold different views on how organizations foster a market orientation. For example, Narver (1990) cites the internalization of core customer-oriented values by individual employees. Jaworski and Kohli (1993) suggest market orientation is built through downward influence from employer to employee, and Farrell (2000) argues that market orientation is the result of both planned and emergent change strategies. All are likely mechanisms. However, previous market orientation studies inadequately measure this individual contribution to the market orientation of a firm. In the service sector, it is critical to understand and meet the long-term needs of customers through effective employee-customer interaction.
Despite this, almost all scales measure market orientation at an organizational or SBU level of analysis and do not recognize the personal responsibility and willingness of employees to act in market-oriented ways. Respondents describe the general level of market orientation perceived to be present across their organization, not how they themselves act. Additionally, scales that measure market orientation, like the widely used MARKOR, only reveal the perception of a single key informant of the state of marketoriented characteristics within an organization. For example, most market orientation research reflects only the opinions of senior marketing or other managers (e.g., Kennedy et al. 2002; Van Egeren and O'Connor 1998) . However, the competitive advantage of service organizations relies upon strong, customer-oriented services provided by individuals throughout the organization. While senior managers have a role in fostering a market orientation within their organization, reliance on their opinion hides varying perspectives within the organization. Management and employees may hold dissimilar viewpoints, and differences in training, responsibilities, and experiences. Kahn (2001) suggests there may also be differences between departments, for example between R&D and marketing areas.
The financial services industry has experienced many changes in recent years, with mergers and acquisitions creating greater job instability. In spite of these changes, only a few studies have considered the role of market orientation in financial services (Bhuian 1997) or specifically financial distribution channels (Thornton and White 2001) and none that link the market knowledge of individuals employed throughout a financial services organization. Market research drives market orientation and performance in service firms (Van Egeren and O'Connor 1998) , and there is a need for more research to expand the market orientation concept from product marketer to service provider (Javalgi et al. 2005) .
In sum, the market orientation literature currently offers little understanding of market-oriented perspectives and behaviors of individuals within service organizations.
An impediment to empirical research on this issue is the lack of a scale to measure the market orientation of individuals. The Customer Mind-Set scale (CMS) developed by Kennedy et al. (2002) , is an example of a scale that is designed to assess the extent to which an individual employee posses the characteristics associated with a particular "mind-set". The concept of an employee having a "customer mind-set" is likely related to an employee behaving in a market-oriented way, but Kennedy et al. do not test this proposition. The CMS scale does not include dimensions of market orientation such as competitor focus and information sharing. CMS is an important analogous scale, but is not a measure of the market orientation of an individual.
In response, this study targets two main research objectives: (1) identifying the market-oriented behaviors of individuals employed in service-based organizations, and (2) developing and testing the psychometric properties of a scale of individual marketoriented behaviors in a financial services context.
THE INDIVIDUAL MARKET ORIENTATION CONSTRUCT
Kohli and Jaworski (1990) defined market orientation as "the organization-wide generation of market intelligence pertaining to current and future customer needs, dissemination of the intelligence across departments, and organization-wide responsiveness to it" (Jaworski and Kohli 1993, p.54). Market orientation can be positioned within the Resource-based View of the Firm (RBV), which focuses on internal resource arrangements and firm value creation. Adherents of the RBV conceptualize firms as bundles of resources, heterogeneously distributed across firms, with persistent differences (Eisenhardt & Martin, 2000; Penrose, 1959; Wernerfelt, 1984) . Bell (1973) argued that market-oriented behaviors provide information resources that are important to a firm's success.
Building on RBV, Eisenhardt and Martin (2000) suggested that resource functionality can be duplicated, so the real value for competitive advantage lies in the arrangement of resources. The dynamic nature of this arrangement provides sustainable competitive advantage and is widely discussed in the Dynamic Capabilities branch of RBV literature (Lei et al. 1996; Teece et al. 1997; Winter 2000) . Eisenhardt and Martin (2000, p. 1107) defined dynamic capabilities as "The firm's processes that use resources -specifically the processes to integrate, reconfigure, gain and release resources -to match and even create market change." As a dynamic capability, the focus of market orientation on internal information sharing contributes to firm value by integrating resources through inter-functional co-ordination and information sharing routines.
Despite some discussion of market orientation as a firm capability (Day 1994) , the literature does not adequately reflect potential fit within the resource-based view of the firm (RBV), specifically as a dynamic capability. Neither is it well-reflected in the services view of marketing even though the latter pledges in principle to "identify or develop core competences, the fundamental knowledge and skills of an economic entity that represent potential competitive advantage" (Vargo and Lusch 2004, p. 5) This study adapts Kohli and Jaworski's (1990) definition of organizational market orientation to reflect characteristics of individual employees. Thus, the market orientation of individuals reflects the attitudes and behaviors of employees as they acquire, share, and respond to market intelligence. For instance, Kohli and Jaworski measure a participant's perception of the organization's market orientation by using words such as "In this organization" or "we" in their items. A full list of their items is included in the Appendix. To date, there has been little consideration of market orientation from the perspective of the individual employee (or the "I"). Subsequent discussion of the construct domain will build upon definitions and measures at the organizational level.
Organizational Level Domain. Current scales, measuring market orientation at the organizational level, inform this research. The literature contains diverse definitions and measures of market orientation. The two most prominent measures are the MARKOR scale (Kohli et al. 1993 ) and the MKTOR (Narver and Slater 1990) . Both are more than ten years old. Subsequent scale development relied substantially on these two seminal scales and did not reflect significant advancement of the theory (Farrell 2000) . This inertia may actually reflect a consensus amongst researchers on the domain of the construct. That is, the market orientation construct may be viewed as a combination of both the breadth of its coverage (including general market focus) and the depth of its coverage (the three behavioral dimensions of collecting, disseminating and sharing/responding to information).
Breadth.
Researcher consensus has helped to differentiate market orientation from other related strategic orientations. Market orientation at an individual level consists of practices oriented toward the customer, competitor and other aspects of the external market. In general the research community considers a profit orientation to be an outcome of a market orientation (Farrell 2000) . Most researchers do not accept Deng and Dart's (1994) extension of the domain of the construct to include a profit emphasis. A profit orientation is not externally focused; instead, it considers the internal play of resources and rents. Additionally, the market orientation domain does not extend to a learning orientation because it does not focus upon new learning and evolution of strategies, nor to a knowledge management orientation and internal relationship marketing because market orientation focuses upon acquisition of knowledge external to the firm. Thus, the domain is well bounded from those of allied concepts in the literature.
Depth. There seems to be general agreement that market orientation should include aspects of customer and competitor orientation, and a sharing of information. The most frequently used operationalizations of market orientation are behaviorally based (e.g., Kohli et al. 1993; Narver and Slater 1990) Individual level market-orientation originating from individual differences. At the organizational level, learning orientation has been connected to market orientation (Baker and Sinkula 1999; Farrell 2000; Liu et al. 2002; Slater and Narver 1995) . In theory, this supports a connection at the individual level because a learning organization is built upon the interaction between individuals within the organization (Cho 2002) , and the exchange of knowledge (West and Meyer 1997) . The learning agility of individuals "is characterized by a desire to increase one's competence by developing new skills and mastering new situations" (Bell and Kozlowski 2002, p. 498) and is essential to the evolution of organizations and people (Perkins 1994; Williams 1997) . widely used in the marketing literature in spite of its heavy reliance on data over theory (Rossiter 2002) . However, Churchill's focus upon Cronbach's Alpha creates problems when developing a multidimensional, emergent construct (Rossiter 2002) . Therefore other researchers advocate even greater use of factor analysis and structural equation modeling (e.g., Gerbing and Anderson 1988) . In this study Cronbach's Alpha and exploratory factor analysis are used simultaneously to make more complete decisions about item retention or elimination (Flynn and Pearcy 2001) . The scale is also reviewed for validity by practitioner and academic experts, as recommended by Hardesty and Bearden (2004) . Thus, this research builds upon Churchill's method and includes improvements in the process recommended by others. This section of the paper outlines the scale development process and presents data supporting the reliability and validity of the I-MARKOR scale.
Individual level market-orientation originating from interpersonal factors.

Generation of Scale Items
Initial items (71 items) were generated with guidance from the extant market and customer orientation literatures, as well as knowledgeable academics and practitioners.
Having differentiated the individual level construct from the organizational level construct, and based upon the conceptualization considered in the previous section, the construct was hypothesized to be a three-dimensional construct at the individual level.
Items from the two seminal organizational-level market orientation measures (Kohli et al. 1993; Narver and Slater 1990 ) and individual level customer orientation (Brown et al. 2002; Kennedy et al. 2002) and relationship measures (Helfert et al. 2002) were included.
We modified items if they contained terms that could be interpreted differently by employees in different organizational areas. Items from the scales were rephrased to reflect individual level market orientation. For example, "In this business unit, we do a lot of in-house market research." was replaced with "My actions stimulate in-house market research."
An exploratory study was undertaken with a large Canadian-based financial services company that had recently launched a market-oriented relationship strategy targeted at their distributors. In this industry, distributors play an important part in the consumer buying decision because consumers rely on the agents' expert advice to make product and company choices. Information obtained through twelve executive interviews and five employee focus groups (including employees at all levels and functions of the organization) augmented the content of the items. Market orientation at the individual level involved many different employee behaviors specific to a task or role. When assessing the market-oriented aspects of each behavior, respondents often offered examples that could fit within multiple dimensions of market orientation. Market-oriented behaviors identified in the focus groups and interviews reflected both formal (proscribed and scheduled) and informal behaviors within the control of the individual. This list was compared and integrated with the list generated from previous research.
The final stages of qualitative data collection from practitioners involved interviews with 10 distributors across Canada. Their input established the value of different market-oriented behaviors to target "customers", who were in this case, distributors. The inclusion of customer opinion in the development of items is a key element of a "market-oriented" approach to measure development (Harris 2003) and allows for data triangulation. Thus, questions regarding interaction with both the distributors and the premium-payers were included in the item content. By obtaining distributor, employee and management opinions in the exploratory study, we were able to triangulate our findings, and identify themes common among the stakeholders.
Phase 1 Data Collection and Scale Purification
The original list of scale items was reviewed to ensure that it captured items and topics raised in these interviews and focus groups and reinforced content validity. The review did not result in a larger measure because the 71-item measure already encompassed the behaviors discussed by focus groups. However, as no items were discarded in this stage, the measure remained quite large and potentially nondiscriminating. Therefore, the scale was exposed to various purification procedures. Responses were analyzed for inter-rater agreement using the "sumscore" method advocated by Hardesty and Bearden (2004) . Information was collected from executive, middle management and non-supervisory employees. This diversity of the sample shaped a similar variety in their views. Although executives guided corporate culture with their expectations, they were removed from the daily job behaviours of the people below them in the hierarchy. In contrast, non-supervisory employees were often frontline employees who dealt with business partners and customers but lacked an understanding of the "big picture". Middle managers were closely in touch with the activities of the people they supervised and were more likely to understand both the "big picture" and the specific activities needed to achieve it on an individual level. Thus, averages were calculated for different positions, but with special consideration of the opinion of middle management.
Purification Pretest
The three perspectives also provided the ability to triangulate the data.
We retained items if participants considered the actions within their control and we discarded those that were not phrased clearly at the individual level, or items that The experts were sent a formatted scale and asked to provide open-ended feedback on the appropriateness of the instrument. Feedback from the researchers was used to remove or alter items that were worded vaguely or appeared to be motherhood statements. Per their suggestions, terms specifying a frequency of behavior (i.e., once per year) were removed because the frequencies were usually artifacts of previous scales, and appeared arbitrary in this research. Additionally, industry-specific wording was carefully reviewed for clarity and consistency.
We considered suggestions to both discriminate from or to include other measures. In this area, there was diversity of opinion. Experts diverged on whether to build upon previous organizational or individual level scales. At this stage, items from the Selling Orientation -Customer Orientation scale, developed by (Saxe and Weitz 1982) were compared and some concepts integrated into the final scale. For example, "Try to help distributors achieve their goals" was added to the scale. In all, expert feedback eliminated 6 items and created a 20 item scale.
Purification Pretest #3: Second Practitioner Review. Next, five financial services distributors reviewed the instrument and confirmed its clarity and meaningfulness to financial services employees. A distributor perspective also provided valuable insights because as marketers and sales people, they focused upon the customer. This review resulted in the rephrasing of the scale response categories for more meaningful discrimination as recommended by Viswanathan (2004) . Original response anchors were:
1) not at all; 2) slightly; 3) somewhat; 4) moderately; 5) to a great extent. Participants suggested five meaningful categories: 1) never; 2) almost never; 3) sometimes; 4) often; 5) almost always.
Phase 1 item retention decisions were made using input from practitioner and academic experts, resulting in the deletion of 45 items. This approach resulted in a theory driven construct and built upon the dimensions established in the market orientation literature. The processes also relied heavily on assessment of both content and face validity. Next, we describe Phase 2 data collection, including an assessment of scale validity and reliability and confirmation of its psychometric properties. The survey data were collected via an online website and produced a response rate of 138 useable responses from a sample of 814 or 17%. As the survey response rate was less than 40%, actions were undertaken to eliminate concerns of potential nonresponse bias (Lambert and Harrington 1990) . Analysis of the demographics and means of the first to second waves of responses did not reveal significant differences between waves and mitigated concern for non-response bias (Creswell 1994; Lambert and Harrington 1990).
Phase 2 Data Collection
Using SPSS software, Exploratory Factor Analysis reduced the Market
Orientation construct into a clearer factor structure (Hair et al. 1998 ) and identified items with common variance (Rossiter 2002) . Findings with regard to the correlation matrix warranted factor analysis, for example, using Bartlett's test of sphericity, the approximate Chi-Square was 1734.437, df 190, sig. 0.00. Additionally, the Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin
Measure was 0.925 and the Measures of Sampling Adequacy (M.S.A.) for each item
were all greater than .86 without excessive inter-item correlation values. As previous researchers of organizational level market orientation had identified a multidimensional construct with inter-correlated factors (e.g., Kohli et al. 1993 ), factors were extracted using Principal Axis Factoring and an oblique rotation. Three factors were identified for the I-MARKOR scale dominated by the first factor, information acquisition. These factors closely mirrored factors observed at the organizational level; specifically information acquisition, information dissemination and strategic response.
Confirmatory Factor Analysis. In addition to methods advocated by Churchill (1979) , Confirmatory Factor Analysis (CFA) (using maximum likelihood) was undertaken to examine the stability of the factor structures identified in the EFA and to provide information for measure refinement (Hinkin 1995) . Using CFA, Table 1 compares the expected three-dimensional model to the two-factor model, to a singlefactor first order model, and to a single-factor second order model with three dimensions.
Fit indices confirmed that the three-factor model and the second order one-factor models fit the data better than the first order one factor model. The second order factor and the three factor model had identical fit statistics. The CMIN/df for the three-factor and second order latent factor fell below 2, as recommended by Hair, Anderson, Tatham, and Black (1998) . The Comparative Fit Index (CFI) indicates a well-fitting model for the three-factor (CFI >.9). Similarly, the RMSEA for the three-factor model meets the requirements for a reasonable fit to the population (RMSEA less than .08).
These results support the presence of a latent construct with three dimensions.
The second order three dimensional construct showed the same fit as the first order three factor model. Theory supports a second order model over a first order because individuals in different roles may experience different levels of market orientation on each of the three dimensions, so that if a role focuses upon information acquisition, then it may not have as much to do with strategic response. However, the individual may still be considered highly market-oriented based on information acquisition accountabilities. Psychometric Properties. This research posits several reasons for market-oriented actions at the individual level, based upon customer contact and learning agility. Thus, the study also collected information regarding these constructs conceptually linked to the I-MARKOR. Learning agility was measured using a 7-item learning agility instrument used to screen candidates for an executive masters degree. Cronbach's alpha for the learning agility scale was α = .72, and exceeded minimum standards of α > .70
established by Nunnally (1976) . No scale items were discarded, as the item-to-total correlations were optimal. Distance from the customer was measured by averaging the frequency of contact with both distributors and premium payers. (Fornell and Larcker 1981) . Table 3 includes the AVE's and the squared correlations for each factor. All AVE's exceeded the suggested levels for convergent validity (i.e., .50 as recommended by Fornell and Larcker 1981) . The AVE's for each factor were also greater than the squared interfactor correlations, hence indicating discriminant validity (Fornell and Larcker 1981) .
Additionally the discriminant validity of each factor is evidenced by each indicator loading higher on the factor of interest than on any other variable.
______________________________________________________________________
Take in Table III ________________________________________________________________________ Nomological Validity. Our findings also support nomological validity. Table 4 indicates that all three dimensions of the I-MARKOR significantly correlated with the frequency of customer and distributor contact, and with employee learning agility. That is, the more frequently the employee interacts with distributors or customers, and the higher the learning agility of the employee, the more likely the employee is to actively acquire and share information, and to assist in the development of a strategic response.
Take in Table IV ________________________________________________________________________
DISCUSSION
The research results provide a rich topic of discussion. The following section analyzes delivery of research objectives, and highlights areas of interest arising from the exploratory study, the confirmatory study, and measure development. Additionally the measure of individual level market orientation developed in this research is compared to the seminal measures of organizational market orientation.
This study undertook to resolve two gaps in the existing market orientation literature. First, the research intended to clarify and strengthen the marketing concept by anchoring it as a measurable dynamic capability in the strategy domain. This expands the focus of the marketing concept from the marketing domain to one of strategic value throughout the organization. The challenge lay in creating a flexible and dynamic instrument useful for measuring competitive market-oriented behaviors relevant to many roles within the service organization.
Second, this research aimed to increase understanding surrounding individual accountability for market-oriented actions. Previous instruments did not measure individual behaviors, and thus were unable to measure whether a market orientation strategy had been successfully adopted across a company. Employees who accept a market-oriented strategy will translate it into their own market-oriented attitudes and actions. The following section evaluates research results against objectives.
Market Orientation as a Dynamic Capability
The I-MARKOR scale is flexible because its development involved multiple and varying perspectives: practitioners and academics, managers and non-supervisory staff, marketing and non-marketing staff, employees and customers. Testing of the I-MARKOR measure indicates that employees throughout the financial services industry can understand and identify with its content. The research develops a comprehensive tool that strategy makers and implementers can use for benchmarking and assessment of the success of strategic market orientation initiatives across their own financial services organization.
The second issue concerns whether the I-MARKOR provides a way to measure a dynamic capability. To understand this question, it is important to revisit the concept of a dynamic capability. To measure a dynamic capability, the scale must measure "The firm's processes that use resources -specifically the processes to integrate, reconfigure, gain and release resources -to match and even create market change (Eisenhardt and . Earlier studies tested a first order three-factor solution and noted strong inter-factor correlations. For example, although Narver and Slater (1990) theorized a uni-dimensional construct with three dimensions, they did not utilize CFA to test this model, instead they used traditional methods to test the three dimensions.
The three-factor I-MARKOR solution was similar to the conceptualized three factor MARKOR solution at the organizational level (Kohli et al. 1993) . The strongest factor was information acquisition, and the weakest was coordination of response. As the measure was developed based upon the three dimensions anchored in the organizational literature, in general, the factors explain the variables as expected.
LIMITATIONS AND FUTURE RESEARCH
The small sample size constrained the data analysis because the same sample was used to gauge the reliability and facets of validity of measure (Campbell and Fiske (1959) in Churchill 1979) . Future researchers must replicate study results and extend its generalization to other service industries, and potentially differing sectors (private and public).
In future research, a sponsoring company would broaden the type of employee who participates, and increase the response rate to the survey. This could extend the current study by allowing the collection of survey data at different times, combating method bias, and permitting longitudinal study of causal relationships that would establish the scale's predictive validity.
Future researchers might measure market orientation with extra-firm respondents.
Although the I-MARKOR was developed using both intra-firm and extra-firm respondents, the nomological tests of validity were undertaken with solely intra-firm participants (they assessed their own company, and their own actions). It would be of great practical and academic value to gain this insight with extra-firm respondents, as suggested by Harris (2003) . help to identify service workers for whom the increased customer contact coupled with a strong individual market orientation creates internal benefits such as job satisfaction and commitment (Donavan et al. 2004 ).
CONTRIBUTIONS
Additionally, the use of such individual market oriented actions can be used to solicit information to address and defuse channel conflict, potentially a significant issue in the rapidly restructuring financial services industry due to its uneven distribution of power between agents and service providers (Oumlil and Rao 1993) .
CONCLUSION
The I-MARKOR measures market-oriented behaviors of individuals employed across all functions in a financial services context. Such an instrument clarifies individual accountabilities and specifies measurable routines that add competitive value. This scale provides a method to assess differences between individuals within a service-based organization, enabling empirical research on differences between departments, roles, training and other characteristics that may influence the extent to which an individual performs market-oriented behaviors. Such research is important to increase understanding of how service organizations foster market orientation. The I-MARKOR is a useful instrument regardless of whether a researcher or practitioner advocates an emergent or planned market orientation. For example, the I-MARKOR can be used to identify and reward a market orientation emerging through individual efforts. Alternatively, the scale can be used to build a market orientation by identifying gaps and training needs. 
